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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment filed on 7/7/2006. 

2. Claims 1 , 3-26, and 28-54 are pending in this case. Claims 1 , 26, and 51 -54 are 
independent claims. Claims 1 , 26, and 51-54 have been amended. 

3. The rejection of claims 1 , 3-5, 7, 9-16, 18, 20, 22-26, 28-30, 32, 34-41 , 43, 45, 
47-50, and 51-54 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Baxter et al. (US 
Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 1998) has been withdrawn due to 
amendments. 

4. The rejection of claims 6, 8, 31 , and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 
1998) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ryan et al. (US Patent Number 
6,421,675, filed on July 15, 1998) has been withdrawn due to amendments. 

5. The rejection of claims 17, 19, 21, 42, 44, and 46 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 
30, 1 998) as applied to claims 1,18, 26, and 43 above, and further in view of Hill et al. 
(US Patent Number 6,023,714, filed on April 24, 1997) has been withdrawn due to 
amendments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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7. Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-16, 18, 20, 22-26, 28-30, 32, 34-41, 43, 45, 47-50, and 51-54 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US 
Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 1998) in view of Barr et al. 
(hereinafter Barr, US Patent Number 5,742,816, issued on April 21, 1998). 

Regarding independent claim 1, Baxter et al. (hereafter referred to as Baxter) 
discloses a method in which content (dimensions) including formatting components and 
organizational components are stored in a repository (column 2, lines 1-11 of Baxter). 
Baxter discloses a method in which format components, templates which define formats 
(characteristics), are stored in a repository. The formats define what content is used 
(subset) and how it is to be formatted (column 4, lines 25-53 of Baxter). Baxter also 
discloses a method in which a web document is based on a template (column 14, lines 
5-28 of Baxter) and it is assembled by a system (description generator) to create a 
complete set (description) of content, organizational components and form components 
(column 16, lines 28-37 of Baxter). Baxter discloses that editors may edit any of the 
content at any time, thus editing the description (column 1, lines 39-42 of Baxter). 
Baxter et al. does not disclose that data is stored according to an industry type 
classification. However, Barr shows that it is notoriously well-known to store data 
according to classifications (column 1 , lines 66-column 2, lines 20 of Barr). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have combined the methods of Baxter et al. and Barr because categorized data is 
easier for a user to search. 
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Regarding dependent claim 3, Baxter discloses a method in which a template 
can be used to create more than one finalized web page (description), thus the 
probability is less than one that it will create the same description using the same 
template (column 15, line 66-column 16, line 9 of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Baxter discloses a method in which templates 
are used to create new documents that are different from other documents created 
based on the template (column 16, lines 1-22 of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Baxter discloses a method in which a complete 
set (description) created based on a template is stored in a repository (column 16, lines 
38-50 of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Baxter discloses a method in which templates 
are used to create new documents that are different from other documents created 
based on the template (column 16, lines 1-22 of Baxter). Thus, the method is non- 
deterministic because it allows for more than one possible result. 

Regarding dependent claims 9-16, Baxter discloses a method in which content 
includes raw content (text, graphics, images), organization (layout and navigation), java 
applications (component applications), colors, and outline (theme) (column 4, lines 25- 
67, column 14, lines 5-28, and column 16, lines 1-9 of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claim 18, Baxter discloses a method in which the 
finalized document corresponds to a set of content, organization and format (more than 
two dimensions combined together) (column 16, lines 28-37 of Baxter). 
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Regarding dependent claim 20, Baxter discloses a method in which the 
definitions set forth by the template use only a portion (subset) of the content (select 
pictures, certain colors, etc.) available (column 2, lines 1-24 of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claim 22, Baxter discloses a method in which the 
definitions set forth by the template use only a portion (subset) of the content (select 
pictures, certain colors, etc.) available (column 2, lines 1-24 of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claim 23, Baxter discloses a method in which the 
finalized document corresponds to a set of content, organization and format (more than 
two dimensions combined together) as defined by the template (column 16, lines 28-37 
of Baxter). 

Regarding dependent claims 24-25, Baxter discloses a method in which a 
corporate logo may be applied to a set of templates to designate them for use on a 
corporate site (specific industry) or templates can be created without a specific logo 
between them (general industry) (column 12, lines 7-43 of Baxter). 

Regarding claims 26, 28-30, 32, 34-41, 43, 45, and 47-50, the claims 
incorporate substantially similar subject matter as claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-16, 18, 20, and 22- 
25. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same rationale as claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-16, 18, 
20, 22-25. 

Regarding independent claims 51-54, the claims incorporate substantially 
similar subject matter as claim 1 . Thus, the claims are rejected along the same 
rationale as claim 1. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 6, 8, 31 , and 33 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 
1998) in view of Barr et al. (hereinafter Barr, US Patent Number 5,742,816, issued on 
April 21, 1998) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ryan et al. (US Patent 
Number 6,421,675, filed on July 15, 1998). 

Regarding dependent claim 6-8, Baxter does not disclose a method in which a 
description is generated randomly or pseudo-randomly. However, Ryan et al. discloses 
a method in which a results page for a search engine randomly selects applicable 
results (content) to put into a template for a results page that is generated (column 22, 
Ryan et al.). Since the random selection is completed by a computation it is by 
definition also pseudo-random. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have used the method of Baxter in 
combination with the method of Ryan et al. because it gives the opportunity for the less 
popular content to viewed on the generated web pages. 
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Regarding dependent claims 31 and 33, the claims incorporate substantially 
similar subject matter as claims 6 and 8. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same 
rationale as claims 6 and 8. 

10. Claims 17, 19, 21, 42, 44, and 46 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 
30, 1998) in view of Barr et al. (hereinafter Barr, US Patent Number 5,742,816, issued 
on April 21, 1998) as applied to claims 1,18, 26, and 43 above, and further in view of 
Hill et al. (US Patent Number 6,023,714, filed on April 24, 1997). 

Regarding dependent claim 17, Baxter does not disclose a method in which 
one of the dimensions is the platform used to access the site. However, Hill et al. 
(hereafter referred to as Hill) discloses a method in which a web document is generated 
using a stylesheet (template) in which it is properly formatted and organized based on 
the system the user is using to view the document (column 2, lines 15-65 of Hill). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have combined the methods of Baxter and Hill because it would have allowed 
more users to properly view the generated document. 

Regarding dependent claim 19, Baxter does not disclose the use of a 
predetermined relationship between at least two characteristics. However, Hill 
discloses a method in which all the characteristics of the dimensions are share a 
predetermined relationship with the platform used to access a document in stylesheets 
in order to properly format the document for all platforms, which dictates other 
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characteristics selected (i.e. format, content, color, etc.) (column 1, lines 15-65 of Hill). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the methods of Baxter and Hill because it would have 
allowed more users to properly view the generated document. 

Regarding dependent claim 21, Baxter does not disclose the use of a 
predetermined relationship between at least two characteristics. However, Hill 
discloses a method in which all the characteristics of the dimensions are share a 
predetermined relationship with the platform used to access a document in stylesheets 
in order to properly format the document for all platforms (column 1 , lines 1 5-65 of Hill). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the methods of Baxter and Hill because it would have 
allowed more users to properly view the generated document. 

Regarding dependent claims 42, 44, and 46, the claims incorporate 
substantially similar subject matter as claims 17, 19, and 21. Thus, the claims are 
rejected along the same rationale as claims 17, 19, and 21. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 ,3-26 and 28-54 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua D. Campbell whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4133. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30 AM - 4:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (.toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



JDC 

September 19, 2006 
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